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ABSTPAC'^ 

Descriptions of the perfective aspect in Russian 
taken from Miklosich, Saxmatov, Peskovsky, Fortunatov, anci Karcevskij 
serve as background reading to the author’s discussion of the 
problem. He explores three basic questions. (1) Is aspect a Russian 
problem in grammar or lexicography; (2) nKl .. is the nature of the 
correlation between the perfective and imperfective forms; and (3) 
What is the meaning of imperfective? '^he unity of the perfective 
aspect is considered in the light of its sub-aspects. An extensive 
discussion on "aspect opposition between the beginning and the end of 
he action" precedes a section treating modifiers. A new definition 
of the perfective concludes the study. FNot available in hard copy 
due to marginal legibility of original document. ] (PL) 
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THE MEANING OF THE PERFEC 11 VE ASPECT IN RUSSIAN'^ 

jATiijiis Ferrell 

The proper note for beginning a paper — any paper— on the perfective aspect 
in Russian js one o; apology. So much has .already been written on the subject 
by such excellent grainrnarians that the chance of saying an 3 'thing new that is 
both sober and relevant seems negligible. The onlj' thing that one can urge in 
justification of the project is that, though the list of writers includes such names 
as de Saussure, !\Ieillet, Peskovskij, Saxmatov as well as some of the most 
eminent living Slavicists, there is still no universal agreement even among the 
best grammarians on prc-cisel 3 ^ what the nature of the perfective aspect is. 

Perhaps, the best introduction to the paper is a brief outline of the more im- 
portant theories that have been advanced to explain this phenomenon. The reader 
can find a more detailed descrip ticn of the chief statements together ^v'ith some 
interesting historical data in Vinogradov’s e.xcellent annotated clire.stoinathy 
of Ru.?sian grammatical literature.^ But the following outline covers the chief 
points. 

PREVIOUS DESCRIPTIOES OP Tlili PERFPXTIYE .\SPECT 

1. The perfective aspect represents the completed action. Miklosich,^ in the fol- 
lowing definition of the perfective aspect, was not attempting to describe it for 
Russian alone, but for the Slavic languages in general. However, many grammari- 
ans accept tlie same or similar definitions specificalb’ for the Russian perfective: 
action is .stated as either enduring or completed; the first is realized 
by means of imperfoctive verbs, the second by means of perfective verbs. 
This same concept forms part of the basis of the account in the Ru.s.siaii grammar 
by Avanesov and Sidorov;® 

Depending on ho^v Ihe coui’.3e of the action is expressed in reference to 

* I .'irn deeply indebted to my informnnts Mr and Mrs Peter Isaac and Mr and Mrs 
George Malysheff for fhe"’r long patience .and unfailing cooperation, to my colleague Miss 
Irene Carlsen for help in correcting tlie manuscript, .and, most of all, to iny own te.acher 
Professor Roman Jakobson of Karv.ard University both for the general le.avei.ing of ideas 
that he gives to all who study under him and for his help in criticising thi.s manuscript. 
The faults are certainly .all my own. Through .an error transliterated Russian words in the 
body of the article sometimes show mjaghij znak .•'S ' (prime) ii>.ste.ad of ’ (.apostrophe). 

» V. V. Vin.ogradov, Jht.^::kij jazuk, xMoscow, Leniugrad, 1P47, pp. 477 n. See .also Anclr6 
Mazon, ‘*La notion juorpnoiog'que de 1’a.spcct choz ies grammarions iusso.>,'’ :)felani,(.s 
o^crls <i EnitlG Picol, daris, 1913, 1, 343-07 .and Car! Goran Rogn^ll, Uber dc-y Uysprung dcs 
davischen Verbataspekk-.’i, Lund, 1044. 

■ Franz Miklosich, ci'uJ'^si'.hcnde (trninmalik dcr sluvi.’irhcn Sprochen, Heidelbcig, 1926, 
IV, 274. Thus also llonian Jakob.son, “Lo signe zi'-ro,” Mciangcs Bally, Geneva, 1939, pp. 
M.5 ff, which .superseties in this r.aspect his “Zur hJtrukt’.ir de.s ruasischen Vorbum.s,” Charts- 
lerUi (luilchno Malhesio qxdntp- > -cn<ino, Prague, 1932, 76. 

^ R. I, Avanespv and V. N. bidorov, Ocerk grauunnliki riisskogo lilcraiurnogo jazyka, 
Moscow, 1943, J, 160-7. 
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its completion, verbs in Russian are divided into das;‘es called aspects. 
There are two such aspects: perfective and iinperfective. 

Verbs of the perfective U'-pect, denoting one procc.-^s or anotlicr, cypress 
it as ended: koncW, nacat', jmiroiC, vytolkat\ pro'juljai’nja. In contrast 
to them, verbs of the imperfeetive aspect denote the process without refer- 
ence to its completion; koncaC, mcinal\ remV, slroit’, vytalkivaV, protjuHvaV- 
sja. Thanks to the absence of indication as to the completion of the process, 
vertjs 'of the imperfeetive Oi^ect can c;<pre.ss the process in 'M coim;e, a.s 
developing in time: on pisal, pikt pis'mo. On the contrary, verbs of the 
perfective a.spect, expressing the process in its completion, show this process 
only in the moment of the attainment of its goal or re.sult in abstraction 
from its course: on napisal, napihl pis’uo. I'his distinction between verbs 
of the perfective and impci-fective aspects is graphically .shown, for ex- 
ample, in negative answers to a question such as: “A ty napisal pis’mo?” 
“Net, lie pisal,” denies the very fact of the perfonnance of the process, 
and, “Net, ne napisal,” denies not the action but its result, that it has at- 
tained its goal: cf., for example, “Pi5i pis’mo,” a stimulus aimed at the very 
performance of the actio.n and, “napisi pis’mo,” a stimulus directed not at 
the action, but a,t its result, etc. Verbs of the perfective and imperfeetive 
aspects present an analogous distinction in meaning in all their forms. 



2. The perfective mirodiices the concept of a term- or limit in the action. This 
view is expounded by Saxrnatov* as follows: 

An analysis of verbal fornis from the point of view of their meaning shows 
that with many of them the representation of some sort of development of 
the action-condition, of .some sort of movement of it, is combined mere or 
less definitely as something concomitant. The evaluation of the develop- 
ment and movement of the action-conditon is produced by the speaker in 
dependence on those conditions in which the action-condition flows: the 
speaker can have in view either its continuing course or the fulness of its 
revelation in its beginning or end or in the result in general; further, he can 
have in view the momentary revelation of the action or the limitation of 
the action by certain intervals of time, or, finally the definiteness or indefinite- 
ness of a given motion etc. Certain of such aspect categories have acquired a 
morphological expres.sion, others are defined syntactically. All these cate- 
gories are relative: the possibility of expressing the revelation of the fulness 
of the action in its beginning or end prc.supposes the possibility of expressing 
its customary course; the possibility of expressing the definiteness of a 
movement presupposes the po.ssibility of cxprc.ssing its incicfinitencss also. 
A.S it is especially clear from the morphological moans of implementation of 
aspects, they all fall into two basic aspects: the imperfeetive a;-:pect and the 

< .\. A. Si'.xm.'itov, Russl-ij sivlakns, Leningrad, 19il, 472. And so Ilolger Peder.=3e’n, 
Ri'.isfiisk grammaiik, Copenhag.en, 10115, 197, and more recently M. J. (lolt, '‘Etudes d’a.s- 
peet,” Ada Jullandka, 1913, XV, nr 2, 29. 
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perfective aspect. The imperfeetive aspect denotes an ordinary, unqualified 
aspect- condition, the perfective aspect denotes the fulness of the revelation 
of the action-condition. Both these a.spects can be called basic in respect 
to the other shadings. The morphological dilTerence between them is ex- 
pressed most sharply. 



3. The ‘perfective represents action as a point. PeSkovskij® has been an advocate 
of the. punctual viewpoint on the ground that it offers a satisfactory explanation 
of why perfe ‘tive verbs can not be used in the infinitive with verbs meaning 
“begin,” “continue,” and “cease” and a satisfactory explanation of v.diy the 
perfective aspect has no present tense. 

“The category of aspect shows how the process denoted in the base of the 
verb flows past in time or is distributed in time.” After defining the imperfeetive 
as linear or durative, he states, “The meaning of the perfective boils down to 
non-dirrativcncss of the process.” 

There are many excellent grammarians w'ho are in agreement with this concept, 
nor are they all, like de Saussure,® westerners under the influence of Bmgmann. 
This was approximately the view of Katkov,^ a Russian who wrote in 1845: 

Moreover, as we have seen, the present tense of these verbal types 
which, in connection with the quick and short conjugation, express the action 
in the very point of its completion has received the meaning of the future 
tense. 

It is within this group that Vinogradov places Mason. And, indeed Mason 
proclaims adhesion to this viev/.* But his owm final summary of what he con- 
ceives to be the nature of aspect is put in different terras: 

A. The imperfeetive aspect expresses either a single action which de- 
velops or a reiteriited action. 

The determined imperfectives are more especially reserved for the ex- 
pression of a single action, and the undetermined ones for the expression of 
a reiterated action. 

A'. The single action expressed bj^ the imperfeetive aspect can be thought 
of b}^ the speaker as setting in some way a question of principle and, hence, 
generalized. 

Again, the determ ined forms can express equally well a reiterated action 
under the proviso that inasmuch as the unity of action creates the impression 
of the unity of the act, the latter will appear as a single action conceived in 
its duration. The undetennined forms can of themselves express a single 
action, provided that the latter is by nature complex. 

B. The perfective aspect expresses a single action considered in its com- 
pletion and hence in its result. 

* A. M. Peskovskij, Russhij siniaksis v nnuenoiu osvescenn, Mo.scow, pp. 95-99. And so 
Keinhold Trautmann, Kxirzgcfassie russische Gramfnatik, Leipzig, 19-18. 

* Ferdinavid dc Sans.sure, Cours de Ungusilique g6n4rale, Paris, 1922. 

^ Mixail Kalkov, Ob blementax i formax slavjano-rnsskogo jazyka, Moscow, 1S15, 224. 

® Andrd Mazon, Emplois des aspects du verbe russo, Paris, 1914, 106, ‘239-40. 
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The single action expressed by the perfective aspect can be an action 
tliat is, in reality, reiterated, but reduced to unity by the thought of the 
subject, the reduction to unity taking place either as a function of the con- 
cept of result (reduction to resultative unity) or by particularization: i.e., 
by illustration, with the help of a single example that is typical of a fact that 
is, in reality, frequent. 

One .should note' that at least some of the upholders of the view that the per- 
fective verb repre.sents the action in a punctual form do not necessarily think 
that the action is abstracted in its end alone but agree that the point can also 
represent the beginning of the action.^ Avane.sov and Sidorov, as is obvious 
from their definition, while regarding the perfective aspect as denoting the 
completed act, also hold to some degree the punctual concept. 

4. The ‘perfective indicatco Ivmiiation in time. This is Fortunatov’s view.^° 
He has formulated it as follows; 

In the Slavic perfective aspect the given phenomenon is denoted in re- 
lationship to a limited time (whether long or short) in its development 
while in the imperfective aspect a phenomenon is regarded without relation- 
ship to any limitation of time in its development. 

5. The perfective aspect expresses the result of the action. The concept of result 
or the maintenance of result as the primary meaning of the perfective aspect 
has had advocates from Potebnia’s time to the present day. Perhaps Karcevskij 
is the most important contemporary expounder of this view. He” states his 
position in the following way: 

. . . The perfectivation of a process is nothing else than the concentration 
of our attention on one of the concrete moments of the process to the e.xclu- 
sion of all the others, whence arises the illusion that the perfective process 
has no duration, an illusion, we say, for every process necessarily has a 
certain duration. Whatever that moment may be: final (speif), initial (zapetf) 
or other, it is subjectively felt as a resultative moment: in on zapel the act 
is entirely consummated as in on spel, since our attention is directed pre- 
cisely on the point of departure of the process. The use of siat' to mark the 
beginning of a process that develops is altogether a different matter: On 
stal rahotat', my sianem pet'. The fact that perfectivation operates as a func- 

* For e.'iample, Mazon, ibid. 110-1, cf. Him. Cernyj, Oh olnosenii vidov rit$.^ko/jo glagola k ' 
greceskim. vremcnam. Saint Petersburg, 1877, wlierc he defends the view that the perfective 
can represent “either the initial or final point of the lino of development of the action.” 

10 p p Fortun.'itov, Oicel o dejalcVnonti Oldelenija russkogo jazyka i shvesnosti Akddemii 
nauk za 1910, 17. This, in turn, seems to form the basts of the view set forth by M. E. Kosch- 
mieder, Zeilbezug und Sprache, Leipzig, 1920, p. 35, and of Hans Chri.stian Spremsen, Aspect 
el temps en slave, Aarhus, 1949. For a criticism of certain phases of Koschmieder’s vicw.s, 
cf. E. Hermann, “Aspekt und .A.ktionsart,” Nackrichlen dcr Gcscllschafl der Wisscnschafien 
ZH Gottingen avs dem .fakre 1932, philologisch-hislorische Klasse, pp. -170-80. 

" Serge 7Carcev.ski, Sysl'eme du verbe russe, Prague, 1927, pp. 98-99. 
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lion of the notion of I'csult harmonises with ali the evidence of the so-called 



lexicological aspective couples such as ishaf' (search) imperfective/?io?7f 
(find) perfective (insofar as it is a synonj’iii of syskat' ovolyakal')-, lovii' imper- 
fect ive/pojma/' (catch) perfective; govorit' imperfect ive/s/:ai;c/' (speak/say) 
perfective. The resultalive moment make.s one think precisely of a re.sull, 
concrete and, so to speak, tangible, toward which the process tends and in 
which it ends, and it is naturally the direct object that first appears to the 
mind. The image to which a perfective verb correspond.s frequently lets 
•itself be expressed in other terms so as to allow tlie concrete result of the 
procef?s appear. Thus vyigral' means 'pridbrcHii nccto just as proigrat' means 
poterjai' neao; vyxodii' hol'nogo means sdelai' ego zdorovym; ne ukaraulU' 
means ne. uhcrec', vpitslU' necio, etc. 

These five definitions represent the main tendencies in the descrijition of the 
meaning of aspect. It is now* time to indicate the criticisms that Inave been made 
of these theories. 

As for the first theory, that the perfective represents the completed action, 
both Peskovskij’- and Vinogradov’^ discard it on the ground that it does not 
explain such inceptive forms as zchegat' and poj/f.. Peskovskij’’ rejects the second 
theory, that the perfective is a characterized form that introduces the concept 
of the beginning or the end of the action, on the ground that its advocates 
mechanically combine dilTerent shades of meaning, expressed by prefixes, with- 
out giving a single general meaning. Vinogradov’® rejects the third theory, that 
the perfective repre.scnts the action as a point, in indicating its failure to account 
for such perfective verbs as poxodii', pogovorW in their meaning of a teinporallj’' 
limited action. I'toman Jakobson’® has not only condemned the theory on that 
ground but also on the basis of such perfectives as nagljadet'sja. As for the fourth 
theory, that the perfective indicates limitation in time, Vinogradov’^ considers 
it to be “nearest of all to the truth” while PeSlkOvskij’® says of it; 

Others find in the perfective aspect “a limitation in time” of the develop- 
ment of the. process, without qualifying lo exactly what limits this limita- 
tion boils down. Thanks to this indefiniteness, they have succeeded in 
uniting such facts as migal-7mgmd where tlie restriction boils down to in- 
stanlaneousness, and such as govoril-pogovoril, where the restriction boils 
down to a small, but nevertheless, protracted space of time. But avc adjudge 
this limitation as too broad, since in such facts a.'! zo^ovarival-za-govonl, 
oizvanival-oizvonil, a certain limitation in time is expressed both in the 
perfective and imperfective aspects in the prefixes. 



PcSkovskij , Russh'j sinlaksis, 97. 

Vinogradov, Rus.d:ij jazyk, 493. 

PeSkovskij, Rxmkij sintaksi.<!, 07. 

“Vinogradov, liu$.^kij jazyk, 49.^6. 

“ Professor Roman Jakobson during his course of lectures on Russian Syntax, Columbia 
University, 1947-8. 

“ Vinogradov, Rvsskij jazyk, 496. 

“PcSkovskij, Ru-^skij sirdaksis, 97. 
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As for the theory that the peifective denotes result, both Yinogrado'/ and 
Peskovskij find this definition attractive in many cases but agree that it can not 
be used to define all eases of the perfective. Pe.skovslrii*^ notes that wliere this 
definition is defensible, it serves partioilarly well to join togellier the prefixed 
perfectives with the unprefixed ones. It is in connection with his discu.s.sion of 
this concept that Vinogradov*® sets forth liis own dc.scrlption: 

Bi, in the idea of the imperfective aspect the basic sign a})pcars to be the 
sign of the limit of the action, tlie attainment of the goal, the sign of the 
limiting or the removing of the concept of the protraction of the action. 

♦ * .1: :jc 

The designation of the result appears to be one of the basic meanings 
of the peifcclive aspect, but not the only one. Even those liiigiiistswlio stress 
the resultativeness of the perfective aspect do not deny that the boisic func- 
tion of the perfective aspect is the limitation or removal of the representa- 
tion of the durativencss of the action, the concentration of the attention on 
one of the moments of the process as its limit. The designation of the action 
in its course, unconstrained by the thought of the limit of the process as a 
whole, is the basic meaning of the impcifective aspect. It ai>pcar.s as the 
“general meaning of the verb, its grammatical norm.” Ever in verbs of the 
imperfective aspect with the incohativc prefixes {mgovarivai', za'pcvai\ etc.) 
there is no indication of the limit of the zagoverivanie and zapevanie. Thus 
the imperfective aspect, denoting the “unqualified action-condition” (Sax- 
matov), appears as the basis of the aspect relationship. The correlation of 
the aspects — perfective and imperfective — is expressed in this, that the 
Russian verb customarily represents a system of mutually connected forms, 
relating to the two parallel aspect series. 

This, in brief outline, represents the most important views on the subject 
of the nature of the aspect contrast as between the perfective and imperfective, 
together with some of the criticisms and objections that have been made of 
them. Before attempting to assess them in greater detail, one would do well to 
consider the most basic problems tliat afiect the answer. 

BASIC PROBLEMS 

The first problem that confronts anyone vdio wishes to discihss tlie problems 
of aspect in Bussian is an obvious one; Is aspect in Rus.sian a problem in gram- 
mar or in lexicography? It is a problem that lies in tlie sphere.s of both cate- 
gories. It is apparently a problem in morphology and syntax, on the one hand, 
and in semantics, on the other. Formally, in by far the majority of its occur- 
rences, the perfective stem is morphologically diflcrentialcd from the imperfec- 
tive stem. Syntactically, the endings that serve for the present in the imperfec- 
tive serve normallj'^ for the future in the perfective, the perfective does not nor- 
mally fonn a present participle active or passive, the imperfective frequently 

“ ibid. For another crilicism see S0renseii, Aspect, 370-iI 
Vinogradov, Jhisskij jazyk, 497-S. 
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does not form a past passive participle, etc. The reader who is interested in a 
more detailed analysis of this phase of the problem would do well to read Baxma- 
tov’s comments.-* Semaiiticr.My, the imperfective, which is not characterized in 
respect to the end of the action, may bo contrasted with the perfective, v.mich is 
so characterized, as the uncompleted oi unsuccessful action with the completed 
or successful one: e.g., the often quoted e.^ainplc from Gercm, “Cto 2e delal 
Bel’tov V prodoHenie Mix desjati let? Vse ili pocti vse. Cto on sdelal? Ni^c^io ili 
po6ti ni6cgo.” (What activities did Bel’tov engage in in the course of those ten 
years? Everything or nearly e-rerything. What did he accomplish? Nothing or 
nearly nothing.) Again, the resultativc coloring of the perfective can allow it to 
take on a more causative coloring than the imperfective. As Vinogradov-^ points 
out, while “Kto stroll etot dom?” (w’ho built that house?) shows direct participa- 
tion in the activity, ‘‘Kto postroil btot dom?” (wlio built that iiouse?) can refer 
not only to the architect or builder but also to the person who ordered the 
house built. Finally, the perfective frequently tends to view an action in its min- 
imal identifiable course while the imperfective may view it in its longer coarse; in 
other words, the perfective often concentrates the action, a matter that v/ill be 
discussed in greater length later. 

The second basic problem is that of the nature of the correlation between the 
perfective and imperfective forms. Are they twr separate verbs or are they both 
forms of a single verb? Certain pliases of this oblem are bound up with the 
question of the unity of the perfective aspect; that is. Are there sub-aspects of the 
perfective? and, if so. Can tw'O or more of these sub-aspects be correlated from 
a synchronic point of view w’ith a single imperfective “"tern? This question w'ill 
be explored at greater length later in the paper, but here it might be well simply 
to anticipate the answer as negative. Now if this initial concession is made for 
the time being, there seems to be no doubt that it is with two aspects of a single 
verb rather than with two verbs that we have to do. The arguments in favor of 
this concept are: in the first place, a substantial and productive group of verbs 
has a single form for both aspects: examples are verbs of the type of velet' (com- 
mand), and of the types of labializovai' (labialize), and militamovat' (to mili- 
tarize) The latter types seem to be productive ones. In the second place, as 
we have seen, the perfective and imperfective aspect's are morphologically and 
syntactically supplementary. In the third place the semantic differences are 
the differences between two approaches to a single concept rather than two con- 
cepts. In the fourth place, the majority of verbs has botli aspects; that is, though 
verbs defective in one aspect are by no means rare, they form exceptions to the 
rule rather than the rule. In the fifth place, the distinction between the two as- 
pects is usually achieved by types of differentiation of stem (as in rehi'-reM', 



Saxmatov, Sintaksis, 473-k 
Vinogradov, Itimkij jazyk, 558. 

” There are, in addition, verbs whicii can be used porfectively and impcrfoctivcly 
within a single stem while having a secondary, difTcrentiated stem which is either perfec- 
tive or imperfective only: e.g., olvccal' (both perfective and impvrfcctive)— oiacfff’ (perfec- 
tive only); ohrasovijval’ (imperfective only)— obra:o>:at’ (both perfective and imperfective). 
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uhivai'-ulni'y^ that can be paralleled in otlier parts of the conjugation of the 
verb or in the declension of the substantive.*" 

It is not only that tlie number of defective verbs, in the sense of verbs that lack one 
aspect, is far f/om proportionately negligible as one can easily learn by checking the let- 
ters I, m, and n in D. N. U.sakov, Tolkovyj slovar’ ru?$kogo jazyka, Moscow, 1935-40, but the 
occurrence of such verbs in ordinary prose is e.'ctrenioly frequent. In compiling the following 
figures, I have taken U£akov’s correlations as authoritative. I have not counted the pres- 
ent tense forms of hyV where they were to be understood by context. I have, however, 
counted all participles and gerundr and included them in the list. The material on which I 
have based my figures is oue thousand occurreoces of verb forms in a short story by 
Aleksej Tolstoj, another thousand from tv'o short stories of Konstantin Simonov, and a fi- 
nal thousand from V. V. Vinogradov’s grammatical writings. In Tolstoy 207 imperfec- 
tive forms lacked .a linear perfective, C6 perfective forms lacked a linear iinperf active. 
In Simonov 240 imperfective forms lacked a linea. perfective, 25 perfective forms lacked 
a linear imperfective. In Vinogradov 185 imperfective forms lacked a linear perfective, 7 
perfective forms lacked a linear imperfective. It should be noted, however, that if there 
were better cross referencing between imperfective and perfective forms of this type in 
USakov, these figures mig.'il be reduced by as much as ten percent. 

In connection with the count mentioned in the preceding paragraph, I also analyzed 
those verbs which were -complete in both aspect stems in respect to the manner in which 
the two stems were related to one another. In Tolstoj there were 528 occurrences of verbs, 
having two morphologically distinct stems and achieving this morphological differentia- 
tion by means of internal changes of stem: e.g., re^at’-rehV , uhivaV-vhiV (116 of these 
occurrences were imperfective in aspect, 412 were perfective). There were 133 occurrences 
of verbs, having two morphologically distinct aspeot stems and achieving this distinction 
by the addition of a prefix in the perfective aspect: e.g., delat’ -sdelai’ (69 of these occur- 
rences were imperfective and 64 perfective). Tliere were 61 occurrences of verbs having 
two morphologically distinct aspect stems and achieving this differentiation by some form 
of supplementation other than by use of prefixed forms of tlie simplex in the perfective 
stem: e.g., govoril’-skazal’ (12 of these occurrences were imperfective, 52 perfective). 
There were 2 occurrences of verbs using a single stem both for perfective and imperfective: 
e.g., velet’ (both examples were perfective). 

In the selections from Simonov the count was as follows: There were 473 occurrences 
of verbs, having two morphologically distinct stems and achieving this through internal 
changes of stem (124 imperfective, 349 perfective). There were 130 occurrences of verbs, 
havi.ig two morphologieally distinct stems and achieving this distinction by means of the 
addition of a prefix in the perfective stem (72 imperfective, 58 perfective). There were 
107 verbs, having tv/o morphologically distinct stems and achieving this distinction by 
some form of supplementation other than by use of prefixed forms of the simplex in the 
perfective (20 imperfective and 87 perfective). There were 25 verbs with morphologically 
identical stems for both a.spects (2 imperfective, 23 perfective). 

In the selections from Vinogradov the count was as follows: There were 637 occurrences 
of verbs, having two morphologically distinct stems and achieving this through internal 
changes of stem (347 imperfective and 290 perfective). There were 69 occurrences of verbs, 
having two morphologically distinct stems and, achieving this distinction by means of the 
addition of a prefix in the perfective stem (58 perfective, 11 imperfective). There were 74 
verbs, having two morphologically distinct stems and achieving this distinction by some 
form of supplementation other than by use of prefixed forms of the simplex in the perfective 
(32 imperfective, 42 perfective). There were 28 verbs with morphologically identical stems 
for both aspects (15 imperfective, 13 perfective). 

These counts are based on too few data and insufllciently varied data to be used for 
anything other than the grossest general observations. 

** The difference between, say, uhivat’ and xihit’ does not seem to be abnormal as com- 
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The third basic problem is tliia: V/'lipr docs the imperiective mean? Tlie answer 
seems to be that it is, as Saxmatov has said, a form that is unqualified. It can 
represent an aetion without reference to its beginning or end : for example, “On 
6ital gazetu” (He ivas reading — or, he read — the paper). Here ciial merely indi- 
eates the action of reading took place or was taking or used to lake place. There 
is no inherent roferenee to a beginning or to an end of the action. Only the process 
is indicated. On the other hand the idea of the C(<mplete process is not necessarily 
denied. Take such examples, a.s the polite formula, “Vy ^itali Vojnu i mirV' 
(You’ve read War and Peace?) In this ease there is eerl ainly no intimation that 
the reader has not fini.shed tlie book, or is the type of person who does not nor- 
mally complete books. The question avoids making an issue of the terminals 
of the action. Nor does “Sadites’ ” (Sit down) imply, of itself, an untemiinated 
action. It simply does not state the action in reference to its termination. 

At this point, with the proviso that it can be shown that the imperfective 
aspect has not a plurality of 'perfective aspects but a single aspect, we probably 
have enough tools available to show what the perfective aspect is. 



THE UNITY OF THE PERFECTIVE ASPECT 

Aspect is a general linguistic phenomenon that can convey any numbei’ of 
meanings or any number of combinations of meanings. It can express repetition 
of an action, duration of an action, commencement or termination of an action. 
This does not begin to exhaust the list of possible aspect relationships. Moreover, 
these differeiices in action can be shown in sev'"al ways. They can be shown by 
morphological changes in the stem or ending of the verb, they can be shown by 
particles or auxiliary verbs, they can be shov.m by separate words. 

When a language shows those changes in a systematic fashion, that language 
is said to have aspect. Greek, for instance, is a language that shows aspect by 
means of morphological changes. The normal Greek verb has a stem for showing 
uncharacterized action, a stem for showing what Brugmann and his followers 
consider punciual action, a stem for showing completed action with, frequently, 
a resultative coloring. These stems are differentiated, in part, bj'’ reduplication, 
in part by ablaut, in part by changes in desinence. This system of three-fold as- 
pect is characteristic of the typical Greek verb. There are defective verbs, of 
course, but most verbs show all three aspects. On the other hand, in Greek 
there is a morpheme -sk- that, in juncture with certain stems,’ can have an inco- 
hative meaning; hosko “I am beginning to go” as contrasted with baino “I am 
going”. If a sufliciently substantial numbei- of Greek verbs had this alternalion, 
one could regard this as a fourth a.spect of the verb, but since this alternation 
occurs only sporadically, it is simpler to regard the forms in -sk- with this func- 
tion"® as separate w’ords rather than as aspect form.^ jf the woi’d.s with v.iiich 
they a rc historically and etymologically connected. 

pared with variations in stem length Ijetween the present and p.-^st stems or prosit' (pros-it 
as against pros/'-O- Alternations of “soft” and “hard” are frequent enough within tlie pres- 
ent .stem of, at least, such unproductive vcrlis as ncsi' (nesu-ncscl) . Vowel alternations are 
a commonplace in the inflected endings of both nouns and verbs. 

-® In some oases the verb with the -sk- present is abs'U’bocl into the paradigm .as a .simple 
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In Lnglisli aspect is normally shown through analj'lic means. Thus we get an 
uncharacteriset! “I go” as against “I am going” which is cliaraclerized as mean- 
ing the action in its course; as a third aspect, contrasti)ig with both of these, we 
have ‘T have gone” denoting the action in its completion. (I am aware that the 
gnunmarian, whose views I most respect, defines the English perfect as denoting 
an action with its beginning completed). The ideas contained in the relation- 
ship between the English words “learn” and “know” or “get” and “have” could 
be expressed in some other language bj^ a change in aspect, but in English they 
do not form part of an aspect sj'stem, but must be regarded simply as different 
words. 

All of this is to say that in any specific language we must carefull}- differentiate 
what might be from whaf- is, and what is S 3 ^stematic from what is sporadic and, 
most important of all, the synchronic from the hi.storic. 

In Eussian though there ma\' be sub-aspects of the imperfective, the imper- 
fective as a whole forms one member of a biiiaiy contrast. The other member is 
the perfective. Though the semelfactive or momentary aspect is sometimes listed 
in llussian grammars as a third aspect, there is no possible justification for doing 
so. Morphologically and syntactically it shares the characteilstics of the per- 
fective. As for the question of whether thei*e are sub-a.spects of the perfective, 
the answer is not quite as immediate. Some excellent gramniai’iaus, including 
Uhjanov,^^ Fortunatov,'® Saxmatov*^ have proposed rather elaborate sub-aspect 
■systems. Saxmatov notes four; 1 . the semelfactive, e.g., stukmd', 2 . the deter- 
minative, c.g., posidet', 3 . (with some doubt expressed) the incohative, e.g., 
zaigrat', -k (with some doubt expressed) the intensive, e.g., duplicated forms 
like Uzja ego uvezu da tivczu or the future peifective joined with forms such as 
daj, davaj, mi-ka: e.g., daj posrnotrju. Though the fourth categoiy seems merely 
whimsical as a sub-aspect, the others are well worth discussion. A .S3’’stem involv- 
ing a series of contrast.s between references to the beginning of the action as op- 
posed to references to the end of the action — c.g., zazvonit' as opposed to pozvo- 
nit' — is a linguisticalh’’ legitimate S3'stem; a S3'stem involving a scries of contrasts 
between the action considj^red as duvative (Saxmatov’s “determinative”) as 
opposed to mom<^.tS:jy (Saxma,tov’s scmelfaciive) — posiucal' as opposed to 
skikmit' — is equall3’^ legitimate. The only question is. Are such distinctions in- 
corporated into the basic Russian aspect system? 

AN ASPECT OPPOSITION EETWEEN THE PEGINNING AND THE END OF THE ACTION 

The thcoiy that there is a S3'stem of contrasts in Russian between the imper- 
fective on one side with two perfcctives on the other one having i-eferencc to the 
beginning of the action, the other to the end of the actior , seems to be held cither 
explicitl3' or implicitly by most writers on the Russian verb, including even maiy 



present. The wliole problem of Ibo ingressivc is discussed b.y Wnllcr Porzig, “7ait Aktion- 
sart indogcrmanischor Prasensbildungcn, Indogermanischc Forschv 7 igcn, 1027, XLV, 152-67. 

*’G. K. Ul’jauov, Znaccnija glagol’7iyx os/iov v UtovsJ:osIovja7isko7/i jazijkc, W.arsaw, 
1801-5, 2 vols. 

” Portu natov , Olccl . 

Saxmatov, Si7ilaksis, 474-6. 
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who dciiji' such ti belief. For os soon as one soys that the perfective v’erb ropre.seiits 
the full revelation of the act ion either in its beginning or its end, or that the por- 
fectixe aspect lepresents the action with reference to one of its tennino.1 points, 
• etc., one has oposed zacertii' (begin to sketcli) to ccrlitf (sketch). Since cerlii' 
has a perfective involving the second terminal mceriii', there must be a cojitrost 
within the perfective group as between incohative perfectives and perfectivo.s 
with reference to the end of the act. Moreover when this contra.ct is shown to 
exist within the perfective for over five hundred verbs of relatix'ely high fre- 
quency, it would seem inevitable that one must set up a sub-aspect Tor the 
contrast. 

This is not the case for two reasons. Zacertii' is not correlated with ccriil! 
and zacciiit' is not an incohative verb. At this point, it would be well to consider 
the group of so-called inc^j^lj\:e...vcrbs in detail since a proper undcr.standiiig of 
them is basic for a proper understanding of the meaning of the perfective a.spect 
as a wdiole. 

ZacGitil is a verb without a linear imperfcctix’e. It operates against the general 
concept of the perfective, against the concept as embodied in tliosc w^ords tb.at 
are not defective in one of the aspects. Though zciccrtit' lacks a linear iniperfec- 
tix'c other words of the same type do have them. ■ 

Of all the liistorically or etymologically inceptive group of words, the one pre- 
fixed by za- is the largest. It is not onlj^ a large group, but it is also a productive 
gioup. It is true that the number of verbs in this group that form linear perfec- 
tives is not large. If one counts the examples in Usakov^*’ from zn.aleL' through 
zakutit' , one will find that approximatelj’’ one hundred and eiglity seven of the 
verbs compounded with tlic prefix za- have a hisiorically inceptive meaning. Of 
this group nineteen form linear imperfectives by means of the iterative or 
indefinite stem. They are zahii'-zabivat', zahU'sja-zahivat'sja, zahokt'-zaholevat' 
(both homonyms), zavesh-zavodit' (in the sense of ^’begin to carry on”), zavestis'- 
ZGVodu sja (in the sense of nacal' vodit'sja), zagnii'-zagnu'al' , zagnoit' -zagnavwi’ , 
zaguoil sja-zagnaivat sja, zagovovil -zagovavival' ^ zagovet' sja-zagow.d sja^ zazad-zazi- 
nai', zazec-zazigat' , zuzmi'sja-zaznavai'sja (in the sense of “begin to be proud,” 
a somewdiat doubtful member of the list since znat'sja d jes not, at least in con- 
temporary Russian, have the meaning of “be proud”), zakalal'-zaJcatijvat', zaJei- 
dai'-zahdgvat' , zakipd'-zaki-pal' , zahoit'-zakraivat' , and zakurit'-zakiirivai' (for 
part of the historically inceptive meaning.'^). If the sampling i.s not faulty, the 
total number of inceptives w itli linear .imperfectives is a little better than ten 
percent. 

Another substantial group of liistorically inceptive verbs is that prefixed with 
vz- or VS-. Here the pci'centage of historically inceptive perfectives that forms linear 
impcifectives by means of the iterative or indefinite stem is considerably larger. It 
is only a little under fifty percent. ^Yc find such paired forms a.s vzvaril'-vzvari- 
vat', vzmji'-vzvyvo.t' , vzmolii' sja-vzmalival' sja, vskipci'-vski-pat' , etc. 

Another category of historically inceptive verbs is th.at of perfectives prefixed 
wdth voz- or vos-. In this group, which is an unproductive one, there are appar- 
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eiilly only nine inceptive forms. E'.-en lierc voi^lamcml' is mat died with an im- 
pel-/ relive vosphmenjat' (in the sense of “light” or “cause to begin to burn”). 
It should be noted, liowever, that the verbal element of the perfective member 
of the compound phmenii' doc.'! not exist as a simjilex in modern literary Eussian. 

Another apparently unproductive category is that of historically'^ inceptive 
verbs in po-. It is a fairly small group, consisting in part of perfective compounds 
wnth the determined members of the so-called delenriined-indetermined sub-as- 
pects of the imperfecti\-c aspect, in part, of other verbs, mostly but not exclu- 
sively of motion, e.g., poplcshs', poshalcai' , pocesai', posypat'sja, pcljubii'. In 
tins category it is difficult to find directly correlated imperfectives. However, 
it is possible tint some do exist, in the sense of “begin to pour,” is listed 
by UiSakov as havi*ag the imperfective, polivai'. Thi.s may be an editorial over- 
sight since polii'sja is listed as having no imperfective form in the inceptive sense. 
A less que.stioiiable c.xample is poznat', which has an imperfective aspect in 
poz7iavcit . Tlie meaning of this word boils down to “get to know,” and this seems 
to beara clearly ingressive or incepti^^e relationship to znai', in its customary mean- 
ing of “know”. Hence, it offers no great variation from the pattern of relation- 
ship that exists between poljiihii' and IjnhU'. 

Still another prefixed group of historically inceptive verbs is that formed by 
the prefix u-. It includes -iweroval'^^ wndai', v.videi', wljadet', nslyht', and vzoiai'. 
Tnis list requires a little discussion. Usakov, who, in general, has shown great 
tact and care in matching the perfective and imperfective aspects of the verbs 
in his lexicon, lists vvidet' as the perfective aspect of videi' and mlimt' as the 
pci-fcctivc aspect of slymi'. This seems to be an error. Certainly, the meaning 
“get to sec” or “get to hear” gives a much better sense in such sentences as, “Ja 
sna^ala uvidel i davno uze vizu, kakoj vy be.ssovcstiiyj celovek” (I saw from 
the start and still see what an unscrupulous man you, arc), or, “Ona uvidela 
I-vana iia uglu i pogovorila s nim” (She saw Ivan on the corner, and had a talk 
with him), or, “Mnogo vremeni proslo, poka ja ne uslysal, ^to gaz -vyxodit” 
(It was a long time before I noticed that gas was escaping). It furth-sr explains 
why Usakov has recourse to 'uvidei' in defining zajneiii' and uznai'. It gives point 
to Mazon’s observations^- on the instantaneous nature of the action of nvidei' 
and uslysat'. Finally, such a concept is in accord with Mullcr’s^^ translations 
of the words. Uvidai' and ugljadet' are in this respect so closely connected with 
vvidet'^ that they require no furthei- comment. Uslyxai' is equally closely connec- 
ted with nslyi^d'. Uznat' .stands in roughly the same relationship with znai' as 
does poznat . And in this ea.se there is an imperfective aspect, uznavaV . This sort 
of relatioirship is, perhaps, better called incohative than inceptive. 

This b}’’ no means exhausts the list; the historical inceptives and incohatives 
arc very wide-spread among the prefixed forms of the verbs. Ul’janovs^ has noted, 

Cf.j \ ot Solov’ev filosof, tak 2e, kak i ty, v niolodosti nevcrujiiscij hyl, a potrudiisja 
i v bog.a uveroval . . . Aleksej Tokstoj, Jzhrannye proizvalenija, Moscow? 1917 12. 
^^Mazon, EnipJois, 110. ' ’ 

” V. IC. Muller, Rvs^ian-English Dictionary, New York, 1914. 
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for instance; the exi.slence of incohtiiive.s in 'pro-; lljough some of his examples 
seem a little strained, there, can be no serious objection to prozrd' in the sense 
of “beco’ne seeing” as against zrcl\ “to see”. ProzreC has a linear imperfeefcive 
a.speci in prozreval'. 

'iho hi.?torically inceptive verbs, as a whole, are more frequently defective 
than not, but the very fact that some of them do have both aspects prevents 
any correlation of the.se form.s with the .simple, unprefixed verb. Synchronicaily, 
the reIal!on.ship of these verbs with the simplex forms Ls a historical, etymological 
one. Semantically they have achieved independence. They do not describe the 
beginning of tlic action of a verb, they describe an action of their own, v/hich 
may coincide with the beginning of tlie action of another verb. But for that 
matter, pdluvd has a similar relatiomsliip with irticl' . In this case no one would 
seriously classify polucil' as a perfecti\'e a.spect of imd\ but synclironically 
there is really no better justification for classif3'ing zagovorii' with govorit' func- 
tionall}'’. Zegovorit' and its imperfective a.spect zagovarivcit' represent an inde- 
pendent word concept. That it ma}- be simple and convenient from a lexico- 
graphical poiht of view to define this word in terms of meal' -nacinai! govorit' 
is grammatical!}’’ irrelevant. 

This is no new doctrine, Mazon’» has noted that za- in this sen.se is a meaning- 
ful prefix (preverbe plein), and Vinogradov has frcquentl}' pointed out the error 
of his predecessors in regarding perfectives in za- and pc- in their incohative 
meaning as linear perfectives. Yet Mazon^'^ states that the perfective can repre- 
sent the beginning of the action, and Vinogradov^*^ apparently rejects the con- 
cept that the perfective reprasents the completed action on the ground that: 

It is not difficult to note that this definition is in direct contradiction, with 
the various shades of incohativeness that is proper to various compound 
prefixed verbs of the perfective aspect. The concept of completion must 
dialecticall}- also be transferred to the beginning of the action, when it is a 
matter of verbs of the perfective aspect with incohative moaning such as: 
zagovorii', zascclkal', zasvislcl', pohczal', etc. . 

Thus the old error goes on. Of course, zagovorii' rcpro.scnts a completed action in 
reference to zagovarivai' , and it represents a completed action in prcci.sely the 
same way as resit' represents a cojnpleted action in reference to reM. In verbs 
of this tj'pe the perfective aspect either operates against its proper linear imper- 
fective aspect or, in the absence of such, against the general concept of perfec- 
tivity. 

Now this does not mean that the perfective aspect does not have any reference 
to the beginning of the action of tiic verb. We shall see later tliat it docs. This 
means that tlie perfective doc.s not have the meaning of “begin something” in 
contrast to “finish something.” 



”Mazon, Emplois, 110. 
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THE DURATION OF THE PERFJX'TIYE VERB AND THE QUESTION OF SUB-ASPECTS 

The question of the durntive quality of perfective verbs is one about Avhich 
ar almost inciedibly large literature exists. The quantity of literature is scarcely 
surprising since the solution to it is closely related to solution of the problem, 
whether the perfective Ls punctual and of the problem, whether there are sub- 
aspecLS of the perfective a.spect. Noav, even those people who defend the Iheor}' 
that the Russian perfective verb is punctual admit to acute embaira-ssment 
in attempting to explain away such a t3qDo as 'pogovoril' in the scn.se of “talk a 
Y/hile.” Mazon^s state.s that, while it is not a point, it may be explained as a 
Circle. PeJkovskij^® discusses it as a slurnbling block, but states that other fac- 
tors still inaEC the Ijnear-puncUial” concept of aspect the most satisfactory 
definition. Verbs in the perfective aspect tha.t- denote e.xte.n.sion in time are by 
no means limited to those prefixed by po-. Tiiere arc the reflexives, prefixed by 
TUL- in the sen.se of “do something to saticy,”''*® there are those in vy- with a .simi- 
lar meaning.^* *lhere arc verbs of perfective aspect in 'pro- in their sense of “do 
something for a certain time.” There arc many other t3'pes of verb with a clear 
reference to duration, Avhich no amount of casuistry can obliterate. For instance, 
Vinogradov" tells of an attempt of Pcskovskij’s to explain away such an e.x- 
ample as, “Ona prosidela vsju noc' u matcri,” b3’’ claiming that “vsju no 6 '” is 
the direct object of the verb rather than an indicator of the verb’s duration. It 
woujd be extremely intere.sUng to know how he would explain such instances 
as, Vsju noc' s bol'i^m provozilsja,”'^® since the ba.sic meaning of the reflexive 
verb seems to be intransitivity, or, “Nado ponosit’ pal’to esCc odin sezon,” 
where there are two accusatives to contend with, or, “Ona dolgo prosidela tarn,” 
where we are dealing with an adverb of time. It seems to.be pointless, in the face 
of such evidence to deny that the perfective verb can express duration of time. 

Noav comes a second question concerning sub-aspects of the perfective. Dif- 
ferent scholar.^ state the problem in different wa3's and offer different solutions, 
but, basically, what binds all the statements and solutions together, is this; 
Since some verbs of the perfective aspect denote instantaneous action, the gram- 
marians say, and since others denote non-instantancous action, should not the 
veibs Oi the perfecti\c aspect be divided into two classes, one for each t3'pe? 
At times more than one sub-aspect is set up,^’ but the instantaneous as against 
the durativc is perliaps the most attractive. 

In the matter of the perfective a.spect of specifically vv'hat verbs one finds an 
instantaneous meaning and of specifically what verbs a durativc one there is 
some disagreement. Usuall3’^ the examples have cs the non-durative member one 

” Mazon, Emplois, 112. 

”Pe5kovskij, Russkij sinlaksist, 9!). 

Cf. nagljadet'sja. 

“ Cf. vtjldai’sja. 

Vinogrado\’, Russkij jazyk, 496. 

This and the following exanyde aie from Us.akov, Tolkovyj slovar*. 

Ul’janov, I’ortunatov, and Sa.vnuilov set up more elaborate systems. 
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of the perfective forms ending in -nut' and a durative member of the type of 
pogovorit'. 

Tlie group of })erfective verb forms with an infinitive in -nut' is variously 
labeled as “semclfactivc” (odnola-atnyj), “instantaneous” (mgnovennj'j), or 
“momentaiy^” (momentaym’’j). An example v;hich is listed b}^ Vinogradov'*® as 
having a clearly momentary or semclfnctive meaning is xlchnul'. U^akov, avIio 
in his lexicon dilTerentiates perfectives in general from semelfactives, agrees that 
this example is seinelfactive, and one ruay define it as meaning “eat (a liquid) 
by taking a sip or a spoonful,” while one may define rioxlehai', which, fortu- 
natel3% also exists, as “eat a liquid by sipping or spooning it over a period of time.” 
Now if xhhnui' denotes a momentary action v/hile riohhichci' denotes an action 
or group of actions taking place over a period of time, and both of these forms 
can be regarded as varying aspect contrasts to -a single imperfcctive, then wc are 
obviously confronted by a matter of considerable importance/® However, as 
has been stated before in this paper, this is apparentl}^ not the case. 

In the first place, poxhhai' is best regarded as an independent verb, defective 
in the imperfective aspect. The reasons for not regarding it as linear wdth xlchai' 
are several. To begin with, it is morphologically asiunmotrical. Next, wdiiie v/e 
have seen that aspect contrasts, in the general sense of perfective as against 
imperfective, are, in the vast majority of cases, show-n by a change in the stem 
of the verb and only supplementarily by the addition of a prefix, the group of 
verb aspect forms in po- with the meaning of “perform the action denoted by the 
unprefixed form for a while” obviously never appears without prefix. Moreover, 
it would appear to be oddly asymmetrical for a contrast to be shown by a special 
prefix in one member and a special suffix in the other member. Again, even in 
those ver js that do form linear perfectives by means of prefixed forms, perfec- 
tivit}' is shown b}’’ various semantical)}’’ empty prefixes, but here a single prefix 
functions with a single readil}- definable meaning, and since this is the case, the 
prefix can not be regarded as semantical!}’’ empty. If the prefix is meaningful, 
then it apparently seives to create a new word rather than a new aspect of a single 
word. 

But more important than arguments of this type is the fact that verbs like 
poxlehai', while usually defective in respect to a linear imperfective stem, are not 
always lacking in one. Usakov, who, in general, carefully distinguishes between 
non-linear forms such as poiaskivat' (a verb lacking a perfective stem and meaning 
“drag from time to time”) and poiaskai' (a verb lacking an imperfective stem 
and meaning “drag a while,”) regards the following verbs as having linear im- 
perfectives: polii' (pour a \xh\](i)-polivat' , pokopici' (difi’use a certain amount of 
soot for a certain t\mc)-pokapcivat' , pokojitit' (smoke a \\h.\\e)-pokapcivat' , pozec' 
(spend some time in burning down or destroying something)-7jo%ai', poent'sja 
(spend some time shrinking) -pocifi’ai'sja pogromyxai' (rumble a while) -pof^roni?/- 
xivai' , pogroxoiat' (rumble a while) -pot/ro.vo/yvut', podavit' (press a while)-poday- 

Vinogradov, Rmskij jazyk, 527. 

I note with interest that Sorensen sets up such a sub-aspect system in his Aspect, 
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lival , 'pomzzat' (scream a wh\\c)- 7 )ovizgival\ jmiljvi' (wave a whWaypovilivat' , 
poderfjal' (pull out. for a while)- 2 ?o:/cn,’/ra/', pogorct' (burn a \y\u\Q)-pogorat' , 
pozcval' (chew a \\lu\o)-pozevtmi>y, poholoH (stab a w\\\\i:)-pohahjval! . Hence, 
what we have heie is the same thing that wc had in the case of verbs com- 
pounded with zo.- in the historically incohative sense: a group of verbs whose 
only connection with the simplex forms is a historical one, a group of indepen- 
dent verbs. 

It is -worth noting that though tlicre are, at a rough estimate, over 1200 per- 
fectives, compouiidod with the prefix po- and having the meaning of “do some- 
thing or other for a while,” only about 100 of them arc formed from verbal stems 
that have a perfective in -md'. Only about 150 additional one.s of them arc formed 
from verbs to which Usakov attributes any sort of linear perfective form (exclu- 
sive of those in -md-). As far a.s the contemporary language is concerned, these 
verbs seem to have been formed inainl}'^ by the prefixing of imperfectives of a 
type which does not lend itself readily to the formation of linear perfectives: 
words denoting actions that have no natural climax, nothing to which they 
build: cf. skid', slojal', xodii' etc. 

It is equally true of the other verbs that denote a protracted action such as 
nagi-jadet sja and prosidet'. These too are independent of the simplex. For instance, 
napii sja has as its own imperfective aspect, napivat'sja, promolcat' has as its, 
promalcivai' . None of these types of verbs has more than a historical-etymologi- 
cal relationship to the imcompounded imperfectives. The;/ are simply perfec- 
tive verbs that operate against their own proper imperfectives or, in the event 
no lineal peifcctivc exists, against the general concept of imperfectivity. 

This destroys the concept of two t 3 'pcs of perfectives, two sub-aspects of the 
perfective (one durative and one momentary) operating against a single imper- 
fective. But it does not dispose of other questions connected with the semelfac- 
ti\e. Does the semelfactive reiDresent a special t 3 'pc of perfective? Apparently 
not. Foimally the -md ending is used both b3’ imperfective and perfective verbs. 
As an impeifective suffix it apparentl 3 ' generally functions in the meaning of 
‘reach a state” or “become” e.g., vjamd' (become withered). As a perfective 
suffix it is generally thought of as denoting a single momentary action. This 
concept, however, of the perfective function is difficult to defend in detail. In 
the first place, it is generally agreed that many imprefixed perfectives in -md' 
have lost the semelfactive or momentary significance, and have become simply 
oidinai3’' pcifectivcs.^^ As for those which arc thought still to retain their old 
specialized meaning, though the consensus of opinion seems to be that such 
ones do exist, apparentl 3 ’- there is little or no agreement among scholars as to just 
■v^hich specific ones these are. There^are only a limited number of instances in 
which the perfectives in -?nd' that Saxmatov« lists as semelfactive are so ac- 
cepted by Usakov in his lexicon. Even the examples that Vinogradov^'* gives 
are not all regaraed as semelfactives b 3 '- Usakov, a more surprizing situation in 

Vinogradov, hx(sskij jazylc, 526-7, and Ulakov, Tolkovyj slovar’, under various entries. • 

Saxinatov, Siiilaksis, 475. 

” Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, 526-7. 
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view of Vinogradov’s collaboration in the Usakov dictionary. However, the 
latter two are in agreement at leasL as far as the following list is eoneerned: 
hivmd' (nod), haenui' (rock), ihnui' (liiecup), and hoVmd' (prick). Nov/ if these 
verbs have maintained tliem.selve.s as semelfaetives while stukmd', as one example 
out of many, lias bceome a .simple perfeetive, uncharacterized b}^ anj’’ special 
semelfactiveness or momentarinc.ss, then the first and mo.st important conclu- 
sion that we must draw is the following one; the semelfaetives in -mdf arc not 
morphologically differentiated from other perfective verbs. It might be well to 
take one of the examples from this special semelfactivc list and examine it closely. 
The verb, kol'nui', will serve well enough. When one says, “Mu2cina kol’nul 
porosenka” (The man stabbed the pig), it is true that one means the man 
stabbed the pig once. Bui this does not set such verbs off from other perfectives. 
If one say.s, “MuzSina udaril devu^ku” (The man struck the girl), this means that 
the man struck the girl once. Hence the meaning of a single act is proper to a 
perfective verb with another ending than -nut'. Next consider such a sentence as, 
“Mu26ina kol’nul porosenka cetjTe raza” (The man stabbed the pig four times). 
Here the act is not single, but manifold. It is true the sense of more blows than 
one is shown only because of special contextual conditions. One may argue with 
some justice that what one is faced with in this case is a matter of four single 
separate blows. But despite that, the es.?ential fact is that the verb, kol'nui', 
shows no resistance to being combined with ceiyre raza, and in this again demon- 
strates its semantic-aspective kinship with verbs that do not end in -md' sucli 
as udaril'. One can say, “Muzeina kol'nui kazdogo iz btix porosjat i liberal” 
(The man stabbed each of the pigs and ran away). Here a definite but unspeci- 
fied number of stabbings takes place. No doubt the wounds are dealt, onlj' one to 
a pig, but the important point is that in this matter again we find a parallel, 
exact in detail, with the verb udaril'. 

Now what of the momentary quality of these verbs? It is true that an efficient 
assailant, working under favorable conditions, can stab or prick with considerable 
rapidity, but it seems equally true that an equally efficient assailant under equally 
favorable circumstances, can strike with at least equal speed. But even if we 
grant that most of the acts shown by verbs in -md' can be performed in a short 
time, we have still failed to show two things. One is that these verbs differ es- 
sentially from other perfective verbs like udanl', the other is that verbs of this 
type are instantaneous, for a short duration of time and a point of time are two 
entirely different concepts. A point of time is completely without duration. 

Now kol'nui', in this respect is a slightly less easy example to deal with than 
Mgmd', another verb -that Tsakov lists as semelfactive, because the latter in- 
volves a rather simpler set of motions. Sagal' -sagnul! are two aspects of a verb, 
meaning "step.” Now the general concept of “step” is that of lifting one foot 
from the ground and bringing it forward until it is placed in. advance of the 
other foot. If the perfective shows this action in its entirety, then the perfective 
must have duration since it requires time to take a step. The counter-argument 
would be that the perfective doesn’t include the full cour.se of the step, but 
only the moment of the completion of the step. Wc have already mentioned this 
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view of the perfective, not in reference to a specific group of verbs, but as a gen- 
eral explanation of the force of the perfective. There we noted that the standard 
objection made to it is that it does not account for verbs of the type of po^o- 
vorii'. This objection seems to be an insurmountable one, but can we sa\' that 
momentariness in any st/ict sense is the explanation of the semelfactive forms 
and of other pcrfectis'es with a less m.anifcst durative force (siicli as sdelat', 
'pozvonit', 'udarit')? Even .here such an explanation doesn’t work. There are sev- 
eral facts that can not be explained if one takes the perfective as punctual. In 
the first place, if the verb is shown in the moment of its completion, how can it 
be modified by adverbs like hjstro or medlenno in such instances as, “On bystro 
§agnul 6erez porog,” or, “On medlenno sagnul 6erez porog?” Such adverbs make 
sense only when they modify the course of the action rather than the point of 
completion. In the second place, if the perfective represented the point of com- 
pletion of the act, then it would be impossible for such forms as pohrii' (shave) 
and othrit' (finish shaving) to arise and exist as semantically differentiated terms. 
The end point of the sha ving and the end point of the end of the shaving would 
become fused. In fact, however, they are differentiated, and, while pohnt' 
serves as a linear perfective to hrit', othrit' has gained an imperfective of its own, 
otbrivat'. It would seem that neither the so-called semelfactive nor any other 
group of verbs per se denotes instantaneous action. 

If verbs such as hol'mit' and sagnut' are not instantaneous, what are tliey then 
in relation to such forms as kolot' and sagat'? The best answer in these specific 
cases seems to be that they are linear perfectives of the latter verbs, or, at least, 
of a group of meanings of these verbs. The matching of forms seems to offer no 
difficulty in the case of koVnid save for the fact the imperfective has a few mean- 
ings not paralleled by the perfective. In the case of sagnvt', it is worth while to 
examine the relationship in some detail. Sagat', according to Usakov has the 
following meanings: 1. march, 2. to go (in the sense of bot'ii idti and xodit'), 
3. to move forward in developing, 4. to step over; sagnut' is defined simply as the 
semelfactive of sagat'. Now, let us grant that sagat' does not make much sense 
as the imperfective of sagnut', when one looks from these definitions of Sagat' 
toward those of sagnut', which, after all, means “take a step” or “step.” But 
suppose we reverse our point of view, suppose we look from Sagnut' toward 
Sagat', what then? The relationship immediately becomes understandable, ^ag- 
nui' means “take a step.” ^agat' in such a sentence as, “'Kogda on sagal cere:', 
porog, on iislj'.sal, cto telefon pozvonil,” is manifestly the durative of the imper- 
fective of Sagnut', while Sagat' in tlie sense of “march” or “go” represents an 
iterative form of Sagnut'. ^agat' in the sense of “move forward in developing” 
seems to be simply figurative use of the latter meaning. Nov/, taken from this 
point of view, Sagmd' seems to offer no special feature as a perfective. Tlie use 
of Sagat' in the sense of xodit' is merely a sort of multiplication of the iterative 
sense that we have already seen in its equivalence to idti. But suppose the sense of 
idti gradually gets an independence of its own, and the imperfective is conceived of 
as “go” rathe- than “step.” Might it not form a new perfective of itself in this 
sense? 
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As a matter of fact this has not happened in the case of the simplex, sagat*, 
and seems to have happened rarely'^ in the case of the correlated imperfective 
forms of other so-called semelfactivo verbs. Posc.gat\ for instance, fails to oval- 
ify for reasons already outlined, and, in addition, “step a while” could hardly 
be regarded as a linear perfective for the meaning of “go”. But in the com- 
pound forms we apparently do get e.xamples, where both the simple imperfective 
and the so-called semelfactive become prefi.xed v/ilh the same preti.x and become 
correlated with a single imperfective form. Thus we get relationships such as: 
vybaltyvaV (reveal, blab), an imperfective, with one perfective in uyhoUaV and 
another perfective in vyholiiiuV \ vydergivaV (pull out) with one perfective in vyder- 
gad and another perfective in vydemuV, vysagiuaV with one imperfective in 
vfsagaV (to step forth) and another in vysagnuV (to take a step forth). Vinogra- 
dov and Usakov both agree concerning the first tv.m examples that vyholtaV 
(blab) represents a series action as compared to vyholinuV (blab) as a unit action. 
As examples Usakov gives “On vyboltal vse nasy sekrety” (Ho blabbed all our 
secrets), and, “Slu6ajno vyboltnul sekret” (He accidentally blabbed the secret). 
While my informants are in agreement with Usakov and Vinogradov on the 
general theoietica,! point, when it comes to practical usage, some of them tend 
to employ the two perfective forms interchangeabl3^ Only a large number of 
examples from contemporary literary sources could do much toward answering 
the question. To what degree the difference is real and v/idely observed and to 
what degree it has ceased to exist as a living force? Against a belief in strict 
observance is the fact that ~iiv.V forms not infrequently lose the meaning of doing 
something once when compounded; cf ynkoVivuV (spur a little), 'peremaxnuVsja 
(signal to one another with flags) and many others. However, the difference be- 
tw'een the compounded form in -uuV and the other compounded perfective form 
frequently is of a much deeper semantic nature. For instance, in the case of 
vy^agivai , the two perfectives have quite different uses. Vysagat^ means ^^pace 
off a certain distance,” while vylagmdJ means “stick out the foot” and is appar- 
ently used chiefly, or only, in connection with gymnastic exercises. In this case, 
of course, the wmrds are separated so widely that there can scarcely be any 
tendency for the two perfectives to become confused. This sort of full semantic 
differentiation is quite frequent. Other examples are; pBresvyrivat* which serves 
as an imperfective both to pcresvyrjad, meaning “hurl out all or much of some- 
thing,” and to perelvyrmd\ meaning “hurl through something,” vyxlestyvaV 
which serves as an imperfective both to vyxlcsmiV, meaning “knock out by 
whipping,” “empty at one stroke,” and to vyxlestaV, meaning “lash,” “drink- 
up, empty,” and dokidyvaV which serves as an imperfective both to dokinut*, 
meaning “throw somewhere,” and dokidai\ meaning “finish throwing some- 
i/iiing. In these cases, certainly, the words no longer have more than an etymo- 
logical connection with one another. This same type of semantic differentiation 

“> Perhaps, rezat’ offers an example. See Usakov under rezad and rezniiV. My irionaants 
tend not to u.^e rez7iud at all. As for pugat’ as against ispugat’ and pugnud, Usakov simply 
describes it as serving as an imperfective to both. 
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at times takes place between, the uncompound''d forms. And in these cases again 
we are dealing with words that have only a hi.storical relationship. 

In general, differences such as we find between dohidaV and dokinut\ are sub- 
stantial enough not to wear off in general use. But where such strong semantic 
differentiations do not exist, where the difference lies in a subtlety as in the case 
of vydergoV /vyderimV , there is a tendency, if one may judge from the usage of 
my informants, for the two perfectives to become mere synonyms though one 
of iny informants tells me it is impossible to say vydergaV odin volos. Even U.^akov 
does not differentiate in some cases between such forms. For example, see his 
entries u.ider prigljadet' and prigljanuV, both with the meaning of “look atten- 
tively.” 

The so-called semelfactives have been examined at some length in order to 
shov/ that the perfective is a unified group rather than a differentiated one as 
far as aspect is concerned: i.e., that it is not divided into sub-aspects. At this 
point, for the sake of completeness, we should probably examine Miklosich’s 
doctrine of characterized and uncharacterized perfectives. 

Miklosich^ observes that all perfective verbs can be divided into two basic 
types as far a.s the length of their action is concerned: 

Perfective verbs denote the completion either without thought of the 
length of the action: hupiti (buy) in one or more acts (an uncharacterized 
perfective), or with thought of the length of the action. 

The latter types he divides into instantaneous as opposed to durative perfec- 
tives and iterative perfectives. 

In this observation Miklosich is speaking of Slavic in general and using non- 
Russian examples. In Russian, at any rate, it is extremely doubtful that the sys- 
tem, as he outlines it, can be thought of as having anj’- particular application to 
aspect proper. Before one can examine these subdivisions in any sort of true 
perspective, one must find a tenable point of view from which to do so. 

THE MODIFIER .AND THE MODIFIED 

The verb functionally must not be regarded as something that can be isolated 
from the remainder of the sentence. The verb within the sentence has various 
relationships. These relationships fall into two general classes: the inwaid- 
looking relationships of the verb, that is, the connections that exist between 
the verb and its nominal objects, whether direct or indirect, and the adverbs 
that modify it, whether the adverbs are in the form of words, phrases, or clauses; 
and the outward-looking relationships of the verb, that is, the relationship of the 
verb to its subject and to other verbs toward which it has an adverbial relation- 
ship when it functions as the verb of a dependent adveibial clause or as a de- 
pendent infinitive. 

Various characteristics of the verb also display" directivity. To take a rela- 
tively simple e.xample, voice is a relationship that exists solely between the verb 
and those parts of speech toward which the verb maintains an outward (modify- 

Fran?, Miklosich, Vcrgleichcnde, 279-SO. 
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ing) relationship. As far as the parts of the sentence that are dependent on the 
verb are concerned, an intransitive verb docs not differ appreciabl}" from a 
passive transitive verb.*’- On the other liand transitivity concerns only the rela- 
tionship betv.'een the verb and the words that it modifies since as far as the sub- 
ject is concerned the verb is indivisible in meaning from the words that modify 
the verb. 

How does aspect fit into this scheme? Apparently aspect is a quality that oper- 
ates in both directions. As far as the verb in its inward-looking (modified) 
function is cmicerned, aspect determines whether the verb is characterized as 
being shown in its full development or uncharacterized in this respect. The per- 
fective is characterized as the verb in its full course while the imperfective is 
uncharacterized in respect to fulness of course. The factor of the fulness of the 
revelation of the action is not one that can be thought of as a matter that con- 
cerns exclusively the relationship between the subject and the verb but it is one 
that can be thought of as concerning exclusively that between the verb and its 
modifiers. In such a sentence as “On bystro vyxodil iz goroda, kogda dozd’ 
po2el (He was rapidlj’’ walking out of town, when the rain started) w'e are 
shown an activity that was taking place in a certain manner at the moment 
that something else had happened. There is no intimation as to whether the sub- 
ject ever left toivn. There is no intimation, that,, even if he did leave town, he 
walked the whole way rapidly. Hence we can not think of the imperfective as- 
pect here as segmenting an action in its relationship with the subject. More- 
over the particular temporal point of bisection in this case would be determined 
by the verbal modifier “kogda dozd’ posel” (when the rain started). On the other 
hand, the whole aspect relationship in respect to completeness can be looked 
upon as entirely located in the juncture of the verb and its modifiers without 
reference to the juncture between subject and verb. In the perfective version: 
“On vy2el iz goroda, kogda do2d’ posel” (He left town when the rain began), 
the relationships within the verbal phrase have cliangcd considerably. In the 
first place the departure is vouched for. Next, the time relationship between the 
coming of the rain and the departure is revised (we shall speak at greater length 
of the relative tense relationship later). Finally the subject’s relationship to 
these factors has changed in the process. But from the subject’s point of view the 
change does not lie in its relationship with the verb alone, but with the verbal 

“ inclined to believe that thi.$ statement is true in spite of the apparent outward 
directivity of the instrumental when it serves to denote agent in a passive eonstruction. 
The agent seems to be only one form of instrument; at least, I .am incapable of sensing any 
re.al difference between the directional force of im in such a sentence as “Ja dovolen im” 
and such a one as “Ja vozmuscen im.” (My informants regard the former con.struction as 
permi.ssible). Instrument and agent arc indistinguishable in such examples as, “Ego ubilo 
elektnSestvom,” in view of the permiss.ability of, “Ego ubilo elektriecstvo.” In this con- 
ncction, eonsider the sentence, “Ty obvinjae.s’sja mnoju v tom-to” (Saxmatvo, Siniaksis, 
479). Cr, ag.ain, if such directivity is attributed to the instrumental of agent, then why not 
the same directivity to the d.ativc in such a sentence .ss, “Mne xotelos’ byt’ s vami?” Cf. 

Homan Jakobson, “Beitrag zur .allgemeinen Ka^uslchre,” Travaiix du Cercle linguistiquc 
dc Prague, 1938, VI, 240-88. 
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phrase as a whole. Again, the senlencc, “on ubival zciiu” (He v.-a.s killing his wife) 
does not merely imply doubt that the subject pei-formcd the full action, but 
implies doubt that the object was full}’’ acted upon. That is to cay, there i.s not 
only doubt that he killed but doubt that she was killed. Now the doubt that he 
killed does not neces.sarily implj' doubt that she was killed, but doubt that she 
w'as killed decidedly does show doubt that he Icilled her. In thi.s case again it is 
ill the relationship between the verb and its modifiers that we get the true pic- 
ture of the aspect force of the perfective in respeci to the completeness of the 
action. 

The perfective show.s the course of the action through ir.s beginning, middle 
and end. “On bystro resil .opros” (He quickly solved the question) must show 
the entire action since hystro characterizes the full course of the action. The 
1 imperfective is free to isolate any point or any segment in the course of the verb. 

In the sentence “On b 3 ^stro vyxodil iz goroda, kogda do/.d’ poscl,” as we iiave 
1 seen, we are given a point of action. There is no indication of any rclation.ship 

j to the beginning or the end of the action. The action may have been starting or 

[ may have been ending or ma}" have been at aity part of its development at the 




1 moment that the rain began. 




i Next let us consider the modifying or outward-looking relationship of the verb 

i in respect to aspect. Does aspect alTect the relationship between the subject and 

1 predicate directly? It does. The perfective aspect denotes that the subject per- 

1 forms the action shown in the verbal phrase a single time while the imperfective 

1 aspect does not characterize the number of limes that the subject performs the 

I action. “Verbal phrase” is used here to describe the verb in its modified form. 

Tlie verbal phrase may consist of a verb with objects and adverbs or it ma}”^ con- 
1 sist of the verb alone. 




1 Thus, “On sagnul” (He stepped once) consists of a subject and a verbal 

i phrase, which, in this instance, happens to be identical witli the verb. Here the 

j perfective aspect characlcrizcjs the subject as performing the complete action 

j of the verb, hgat’-sagnui\ once. Since the basic meaning of this verb is “take a 

i step,” this in the absence of modifiers is also the meaning of the verbal phrase. 

* Since the subject performs the action once, the result is that the subject is shown 




as completing a single step. But in the senlencc, “On sagnul tri raza” (Pie stepped 
: three times), the verbal phrase is not identical with the vcj’b. The verbal phrase 

j consists of the verb plus an adverbial phrase, iri ram, and it is the phrase rather 

1 than the verb that the perfective aspect shows that the subject performed once, 

j On the other hand, “On ostoro^nu sagal ccrez porog” (He v/as slopping carefulfy 

1 across the threshold or he used to step carefully across the threshold) does not 




' indicate the number of times that the subject performs the act denoted by the 




' verbal phrase. 

Thus again, “On pro5i(al knigu” (He read the book) sliows that the subject 
i perfomis the complete action once. The complete action consists of the verbal 

1 phrase prociial hiigu. “On cital {or pro5ityval) knigu” does not impfy the num- 

ber of times the reading look place. “Oi' p’‘o6ital neslmPko knig” (He read sev-- 
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I eral books) indicates that the action shown in the verbal phrase, prociial neshoVko 

1 


O 

ERIC 





126 



JAMICS FririUELL 



hiig, was done once. “On cital (or pro6it;A'al) ncskorko knig” does not of itself 
show whether the action was single or rc])eated. 

The characterization in respect to semelfactiveness is ob^''iou3l3'■ one botv/een 
subject and verbal phrase and not betv/eon verb and predicate inodihers. In the 
first place, if it were a relationship between the verb and its predicate modifiers, 
such a phrase as hgmd iri raza (stoi)p 8 d three times) would l>e a, monstrosity. 
In the second place, it is not the verb, but the verbal phrase which the aspect 
shows as ssmelfactive. 

Under certain conditions verbs of the perfective aspect can lose this subjective 
characterization of semelfactiveness. This loss can take place when the present 
perfective is drawn out of its usual tense relationship (that of the future) and 
is used to denote a time of action that, in general, ai)proximates that of the pre,s- 
ent of the impcrfective aspect, whether in the timeless or in the historical sense 
of the latter). Consider the following examples: 

“Vy vsegda isportite! (You always spoil things!). 

“Inogda tak zanese.§’sja, zanese.s’sja, daze vskriknes’ ” (Sometimes you 
get so carried away, you even cry cut). 

“Sila vsegda svoe voz’met (Might ahvays has its w'ay). 

“Tol’ko vot beda moja: sluCaotsja, celaja nedelja projdet, a ja ne zasnu 
ni raz-u” (Just consider my misfortune: sometimes, a whole week passes 
without mj-- falling asleep once). 

“I tak neskol’ko raz povtorjalos’: to popljasut, to otdoxnut pod gruSej 
. . . .” (And so it was repeated sever.al times: now they would dance, now 



they would rest under the pear tree . . .). 

“Vstanu ja, bjwalo, rano ... (I v/ould sometimes get up early . . .).« 

I can not document this loss of the subjective semelfactiv*e characteristic of 
the perfective outside of this atj'pical use of the present perfective. 

Some words and phrases are hy their semantic nature precluded from being 
joined with the perfective aspect except when it has lost it scmelfaetive quality 
under the conditions outlined above. Such, for example are: caslo (frequently), 
vsegda (alwaj's), ohycno (customarily), ohyhwvmno (usualljO, ^^a^dyj derd (every 
day), kazdyj raz (every time), etc. The reason for this is not immediately appar- 
ent. It is not exactly' because the.se words represent an indefinite number of 
times, for ncskoVho raz (several times), vrhich is certainly indefinite by any 
strict definition, v^'an be construed with the perfective; it is not preciselj' that 
these v.'ords indicate a large indefinite number of tunes, for, tliough the gram- 



” The e.\-amplc3 in thi.3 group arc all taken from Mazon.. EuiphU, M2-6. Compare 
other e:\amplc3 under this heading where the prcscu'.t perfective is employed in its norm.al 
use as a future and also comijnre the cxamiilcs of vrhal Ma'con iabei.>< as "action reitercc 
ramence it I'unilC*” under tl’.c perfective preterite. (In the latter section, incidentally, the 
example employing ispovcdalsja should not have boon included since this form can serve 
cither as a perfective or an imperfed ive.) The e.xample.s .all appear to supj)ort the conten- 
tion that the predicate i)hra?e employing the i>orfectivc aspect can lo.'^e its scrnelfactive 
relationship when removed from its normal ter. vC function. These c.xamplcs are quite a 
(liferent matter from such particularized perfocuves a.s, “Xase dclo ' ovoc, kupeckoe; 
na.se dclo kupit’.’’ 
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luarian I. M. Pul’kina^'* states mnogo taz (rnaii}'^ times) can be construed only 
witli the imperfective, tlie majority of my informants agree that sentences com- 
Ix'ning mnogo raz with tlie perfective are permissablo in Russian. In the case of 
mnogo raz, the analogy with ncskoVho raz would, under any circumstance, tend 
to exei-t coiLsiderable pressure. As the matter stands, one is forced to fall back 
on some such rule as the following: certain adverbs and adveihial phrases can 
not be incorporated into the concept of a completed action with a beginning, 
middle and end. Since they can not be combined into the predicate, phrase, they 
conP iCt with tlic; semelfactive relationship between the ’irnrhal predicate and the 
subject. Hence such ad^■erbs and adverbial phrases can be used with the perfec- 
tive only when its semelfactive characterization is lost as in the examples above. 

Aspect, aside from being able to determine the. completeness of an act and the 
seraelfactiveness of the subject’s perfonnance, can also determine the relative 
chronology of verbs that are syntactically linked together. In the absence of 
certain indications to the contrary, in a modifying clause or phra.se the imperfec- 
tive aspect, representing action uncharacterized in respect to a beginning or an 
end, fends simply to align itself with the time of the main verb, as synchronous 
to it. Thus if both the verb in the subordinate clau.se or phrase and the verb in 
the main clause are imperfective the typical pattern tends to be: 

“ICogda on ssoril.sja s zenoj, on nc znal predela” (When he quarreled 
with his vdfe, he lost his sense of proportion). 

“Poka ona prigotovljala obed, on cital knigu” (Vv^hile she was preparing 
dinner, he was r'^ading a book). 

“On sly.sal, kak baba branit prikazfiika” or “On slysal, kak baba branila 
prikazfika” (He heard hov/ the huzzy was scolding the clerk). 

“Esli ja budu v Moskve, ja budu rad povidat’sja s vami” (If I am in 
Moscow, I shall be glad to see. yon). 

“Xotja on nicego ne znaet, on ocen’ mnogo govorit” (Though he knows 
nothing, he talks a lot). 

“Idja V gorod, on ustaet” (While walking to town, he grows weaiy). 

But the subordinate imperfective verb is by no means limited to a sjmchronic 
relationship with the imperfective verb in the main clause. It can denote prior 
time. This is particularly true in statements of repeated action. Here the imper- 
fective in the subordinate clause can show an action that occurs prior to each 
repetition of the action denoted by the. main verb. 

“Kogda on vslact s posleli, on umyvaclsja” (When he gets up out of bed, 
he washes). 

“Xotja i)ticy i vzletajut vysoko v nebo, oni vsegda vozvras^ajiitsia na 
zemlju” (Tliough birds fly high up into the air, they always return to 
earth). 

“Zasi^Avajas’ za cteniem celymi vc^erami, on progulival.sja pored snorn” 
(When ho sat reading for whole evenings, he would bike a walk before going 
to sleep). 

Hovcver a single act ion can be referred to. 

“ I. M. Pul’kina, Kralhij .^praroaiik po russkoj grammatike, Mojcow, 1949 , 161 . 
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‘Xotja ona rabotala tjazcio ves' den’, segodnja vozvrascajas’ domoj, 
ona pela” (Although she had woriced hard all day, she sang today as she 
returned home). 

“Otpiraja dver’, on vdrug vidit iieznakoinogo” (Opening the door, he 
suddenly sees an unknown man). 

Wlien a verb is u.sed in the imperfect ivo a.$pect in the subordinate clause or 
phra.se, and a verb is u.sed in the perfective in the main clause, the action of the 
verb in dependent position tends to be synchronic nith the course of action of 
the verb in main clause. 

“On udaril egc, kogda sporil s nim o politike (Ho struck him when he 
was quarreling with him about polities). 



“Poka ona esce zila v Moskve, ona poznakomilas’ s Ivanom” (While 
slie was still living in Mo.seow, she became acquainted with Ivan). 

“Xotja on i.skal sSastija, on ne uznal ego kogda ono k nemu pri.^io” 
(Although he wa.s searcliing for happines.-; he didn’t recognize it when it 
came to him). 

“On usly^al, kak ona smeetsja” (He hoard the way she was laughing). 

“Esli vy budete zit’ v Moskve zimoj, my pogovorim ob htom” (If you 
are going to be in Moscow in the winter, wo will have a talk about it). 

“Idja v gorod, on ustanet” (While walking to town, he will get tired). 
Here again the verb in the subordinate clause is relatii'ely free to assume a mla- 
tionship of priority: 

“Xof no vpervye on videl etot fil’m, on neo.xotno pokinul kino” (Though 
he had seen the film before, he left the theatre unwillingly). 

“Esli ona budct govorit’ medlenno i jasno, togda on otvetit na vopros” 
(If she will speak clearly and .slowly, he wdll answer the question). 

It regularly assumes a relationship of priority after 'posle togo, kak etc.: 

“Posle togo, kak ona zila v Moskve, ona neo.xotno vernulas’ v Kiev” 
(After she had lived in Mo.scow', .she unwillingly returned to Kiev). 

A perfective verb in a modifying clause or phrase, normally presents itself 
to the clau.se that it modifies as a completed action or an action in its result, 
and thus its action can assume a relation.ship of priority to the action of the main 
verb. If the verb in the main clause, is impcrfcclive, the contc.xt may indicate 
that il.s action was going on prior to the time of the completion of the perfective 
verb in the subordinate clause, l?ut the a.spect relation, per sc, only shows the 
action of the imperfcctive verb as taking place at the time of completion of the 
perfective verb, giving no indication of projection either toward the beginning 
or toward the end. 

“On videl, kak ona pricc.solas’ ” (He saw how she had done her hair). 

“Xotja on zamolcal, oni prodolhili groinko govorit’ ” (Though he had 
fallen silent, they continued to speak loudly). 

“Esli on pi-iedct vo vrcmja, ja budu s nim igrat’ na rojalc” (If he comes on 
time, I sliall play the piano witJi him). 

“Vypiv dva-tri bokala vina, ona umela govorit’ iol’ko po-russki (After 
she had drunk two or three glasses of wine, .she was able to speak only in 
IliLssian). 
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Wlien both the \crb of llie subordinalc clause aixl of the main clause arc of 
■*he perfective aspect, the action of the verb of the subordinate clause is nor- 
mally not only prior to the end of the action of the verb of the main clause, but — 
what is extremely significant — prioi- to the commencement of the action of the 
^vevb of the main clause- 



"Kogda on prisel, oni pogovorili s polcasa” (When he arrived, they had a 



talk.for half an hour). 

“On zametil, kak ona priodc'las’ ” (He noticed how .she had dressed 
he.'*sclf up). 



“Xotja ona uvidela, 6to ocen’ pozdno, no nicego ne skazala” (Although 
slie had .seen that it was veiy late, she said nothng). 

“Esli on skazet cto-nibud’, ona zaplacet” (If he says anything, she will 
burst out crying). 

“Vypiv dva-tri bokala vina, ona s polcasa prcsidela molca” (Having 
diamk two or three glasses of wine, she sat in silence for about half an 
hour). 

Thus we see that the perfective not only shows the end of the action as a 
modifier, but .shows the beginning of the action as a modified word. Unlike the 
time relationships of the imperfectivc which lend themselves readily to dis- 
placement, the relation.ships of the perfective tend to be unyielding. For in- 
stance, although the imperfcctive readily allows it-self to be used in subordinate 
clauses after 'posle iogo^ kak the perfective is apparentl 3 ^ never used after poka 
in the sense of “while,” nor, insofar as I can recall or find examples, are verbs of 
the perfective aspect ever synchronic when one is subordinated to another. 

The types of sentences in wliich the relationship between subordinate and 
main perfectives changes appear to be the following: 

A verb in the future ten.se in the subordinate clause joined to a verb in the 
past or present m the main clause may allow the time of the action of the verb 
in the main clause to precede that of the verb in the subordinate clause: “On 
edet V gorod, tak kak tarn polucit den’gi” (He is going to town since he will 
receive the monej* there). Or again, “Tak kak on nacnet rabotat’ zavtra, on 
resil pjanstvovat’ ” (He decided to get drunk since he would start working the 
next day). 

The nomal relationship can also be untied when the main verb is followed 
by a ctohy clause, with cither the conditional or the infinitive, or by an infinitive 
without ^tohy: “On prisel, ctoby ego uvideli” (He came in order to be noticed). 
On ubil otca, ctoby deti poluefii na.slod.stvo (He killed his father in order that 
the children might inherit the propei’ty). On ]».oprosil.sja ucxat’ domoj v ^ctverg 
(He asked to go home on Thursday). 

In the presence of contextual indications that clearly demonstrate that it is 
the result of the perfective verb in the subordinate clau.se that is thought of 
chiefly rather than the action of tl.e verb, tho relative time of the perfective 
verb in the subordinate clause maj' be brouglit into temporal relationship with 
the re.sultaiive extension of the action rather than with die action itself: “On 
tol’ko 5to poobedal, kak emu pozvonili” (He had just fmi.shed dining when they 
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called him). Here under the inlluence of loVko cto tlie subordinate verb aligns 
itself with the result of the aetion of f/oobcdal. Again, “Vse ego rodu3’'e mo 
davno pouinirali, Icogda ego nakonec \ypuslili iz tjur’rnj’'” (All his relatives were 
long since dead when he was released from prison). In this sentence it is the 
phrase, davno uh, which emphasises the result at the expense of the action, and 
the verbal phrase beeomes the equivalent of “tlicj* were dead people.” Uze 
(already) can take o\'cr this function without the aid ol doxmo. A similar process 
apparently explains what happens in sentences in which yrezde can (before) 
is used. In “Ona uvidela ego, prezdc cem on u.scl” (She saw him before he left), 
the 'preHe seemingly, despite the placement of the comma, lias a relationship 
with widela that approximates the relationship of vze in such a sentence as 
Puskin’s “Kog;da ja vosel v Pritynnyj kabacok, v nem uzc sobralos’ mnogo- 
cislennoe ohscestvo” (When I entered the Pritymijq inn, a large group had 
gathered). This seems to be an ob.scrvation that i.^-' justified for the contemporaiy 
literary language, but the fact that the speech pause as indicated bj’’ the comma 
precedes rather than follows preMe is in accord with such colloquial uses of 
yoka, in the sense of “before”, a.s, “Ona uspcla vyjti zamuz, poka ja priexal v 
N’ju Jork” (Slic had married before I got to Now York) — a usage that I haA o 
not seen paralleled in Russian literature — where it is the entire yoka clause that 
serves to thi’ow the main verb out of th.e action orbit into that of result. 

Poka, in the meaning of “until”, presents some interesting problems. In the 
literary language the verb in the subordinate clause is normally negativized, 
e.g., Gogol’s “Ne dam vam est’, poka ne zaplatite za preznee” (I won’t give 
you anything to cat until you have payed for what jmu have had). Here it is 
the verb in the subordinate clause that is treated not as a representation of the 
completed action but of the resulting state. Thus the sentence J'oughly corre- 
sponds to “Ne dam vam cst’, poka vy ostanctes’ dolznikom, ne zaplativSim za 
preznee” (I won’t gi\’e \'OU anjdhing to cat while you remain a debtor who has 
not paid for what he has had). However the Russian language behaves as if it 
were a little uncomfortable with such constructions, for in conversational Rus- 
sian, at any rate, one hears four variants of this type of construction; “Oni 
podozdali, poka ona ne priexala,” “Oni podozdali, poka ona pricxala,” “Oni 
podozdali, poka ona nc priedet.” “Oni podozdali, poka ona priedet,” all with tlie 
meaning, “They waited till she came.” (There arc, however, differences in re- 
spect to the certaint}’- of her arrival). By using the future in the subordinate 
clause, one escapes the abnormality of the relative tense sequence as long as the 
verb in the main clause is not itself in the future tense. In the form without the 
negative in the subordinate clause in which the future is not used — “Oni podoz- 
dali, poka ona priexala” — we seem to have a variation of the relationship that 
was earlier spoken of in connection with the yrczde can construction. 

The perfective gerund occasionally denotes an action subsequent to that of the 
main verb if the main verb is itself in the past tense and in the perfective aspect 
and generallj' only if the main vci’b precedes the gerund in the word order of the 



:entcnce: cf. Turgenev’s “Upal, 



udarivSi'-'’ 



golovoj 0 stupen’ki Icstnicy” (He 



fell and struck his head against the stairs). The factor that makes this t3q)o of 
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construction possible seems to be that the genincl is widely regarded as a sort of 
short-liand substitute for an indicative verb and the sentence is felt as an equiv- 
alent to “Upal i udarilsja golovoj o stupen’ki lestnicy.” That the perfective 
gerund' can be used to denote an action that is sjmehronous with that of the main 
verb seems to me less certain. The c.xamples that Vinogradov^® has gathered 
appear rather to be felt as either relatively prior or relalivel}’’ subsequent. 

Again, the tense relationship of ve.''bs in ad,aominal relative clauses, while 
normally following the same rules that have been set forth here for adverbial 
clauses, allow displacements more freel}' because in such cases the verb in the 
subordinate clause is bound to that of the main clause only through the subject 
of the sentence rather than directly through an adverbial relationship. Hence we 
frequently meet with sentences of the type: “Marja Petrovna, kotoiaja umerla 
v 1923 godu, rodilas’ v Moskve v 1878 godu” (Marja Petrovna, who died in 1923, 
was bom in Moscow in 1878). The participles also allow a comparative^ large 
amount of freedom in displacement of the temporal relationships for the same 
reason: cf. Pushkin’s “22-go vecerom uznali cerez barona Safirova, pribyvsego 
iz tureckogo lagerja dlja objasnenij s ego velicestvom o nekotoryx sporn3^x 
punktax i 6erez cas uexavsego obratno, 6to vse slo xoroso, i cto koneCno mir 
budet zakljucen” (On the evening of the twenty-second we’ learned from Baron 
Safirov, who had arrived to straighten out some disputed points with his majesty 
and who went back an hour later, that ever^dhing was going well and peace 
would surely be concluded). 

There are, finally, cases where, in the presence of clear contextual indications, 
without the aid of special conjunctions (that is, in the presence of some such 
neutral conjunction as kegda or kah) or tense indications, a perfective in a 
subordina,te clause is used to indicate an action subsequent to the one indicated 
by a perfective in the main clause: for example, “Ja nadenu novyj sinij kostjum, 
kogda pojdu k Anne. Ivanovne” (When I go to i^nna Ivanovna’s, I shall put on 
my new blue suit). Perhaps, they are most frequently found in interrogative 
sentences, “Cto ty nadeiies’, kogda pojdes k Anne Ivanovne?” (What will jmu 
put on when you go to Anna Ivano\-na’s?) The mechanism of such tense rela- 
tions has alread}" been described; the cause cf such 'reversals of normal tense se- 
quence is this: the need to show one idea as subordinate to another prevails 
over the need to preserve ordinary relative ter.se relationships. The point of 
importance in this connection is that such reversals are impossible when clear 
contextual indications arc absent. 

From what has gone before we would seem to be justified in saying that, since 
the impcrfcctive shows considerable freedom in its rela,tivc tense significance 
whether as main or as subordinate verb and since the perfective shows compara- 
tive fixit}’-, the perfective is here again the marked or characterized form while 
the inipcrfcctive gencrall}’ shows simultancousness simpl}’' because it is available 
for contrast with the perfective. Both as a modif^ung form and as a modified 

**For example, see the conversion formulae in A. M. Zemskij, S. II Krjuckov, and M. 
"V. Svetlacv, Gramtnalika nmkofjo jazyka, Moscow, 194S, IJ, 116-7. 

"Vinogradov, liusskij jazyk, 391 . 
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foiiR lliG j)Grfc'Gi i\'c is ciui!'£i.ctcrii:cd by r revelation of the action in its coinplcte- 
ness—that is to say witli its bc<,;nning and its end--and tlie action of ojie verb 
tliat is expresstd in its completeness by the perfective aspeet cannot ha^'e in a 
sj'iichroiiic relationship tlie aetion of another verb thus expressed in its eompletc- 
iiess, at least as far as subordinate and main verbs in Russian are coneerned. 
J^he verb in the perfective aspect as a modifying form normally denotes an 
action finished in pnor time to the entire aetion of a perfecti^■e verb used as a, 
modified form. Hence in the modifying form the perfecti^•c can be thought of as 
normally presenting its conclusion (or result) to the verb it modifiers while in the 
modified form the perfective can be thought of a.s normally presenting its begin- 
ning. Contextual counter-indications can change the relative time relationship 
by equating the perfective verb to the result of it.s aetion rather than to the 
action itself. Di.sparities in tense and mode can also alter the relative time.s of the 
actions, but such contextual and grammatical indicators do not serve to lessen 



the faet that xhe perfectiv'es present terminal points in both eases. 

Now this seems to offer a valid answer to the question that worried Pe.^kov- 
skij,®^ that is, why the perfeetive infinitive ean not be uSed in dependence on 
such verbs as nacimV-nacaV , vrodolmV-p-odoUW, hrosaV-brosW , koncaV-UnciV, 
etc. The infinitive tliat follows one of the.se verbs repre.sents a verb in its modify- 
ing form. In its modifying form tlie verb in the perfective aspect presents itself 
in its conclusion or result. Thus, it would be completely unsuitable in a context 
where the course of the action is demanded. 

At this point it would be well to return to Miklosicli’.s analysis of perfective 
verbs. lirst of all there is the question of durative, instantaneous, and iterative 
peifectives. Since no pcrfectives seem to be inherently instantaneous (a brief 
action is not an instantaneous one) as we have seen in the case of the -ntd' 



verbs, we can di.spensc with that category. As for iterative pcrfecti^'e verbs of 
the peifeetive aspect, it would seem that Miklosich i.s misled b}'’ an error in ap- 
proach. He seeks to analyze such verbs as perestreljai’ (to shoot up) in terms of 
slreljaV-strelW {vys(rehV) (to shoot). He argues that since peresireljat’ , involves 
se^•eral actions in terms of strelit’ (vJjstrelW), it must be regarded as an iterative 
verb. Ihis reasoning I trust I am presenting it faiity in trying to apply it 
specifically to Russian verbs is based on a fallac}'^. Though perestrcljat is 
etymologically derived from streljai'-slrclW prefixed witli perc- and though it 
inay be, from a lexicographical point of view, convenient to define perestreljai’ 
in terms of strcljaV -slrclil’ (vystreht’), the action ini’olvcd in perestreljai’ from the 
point of view of that verb is a unified and integral one. It is psychologically not 
felt as composed of repetitions of so iiething else any more than a word like 
cos (liour), though lexically definable in terms of minutes or seconds, is ps}^*!^- 
logically felt as 300 seconds or requires any .special explanation as a collectii'c 
singular. Jhc same can be said of such verbs as perepadat’ (fall in sequence) 
etc. But can one sa}" that there is a valid difference between unmarked verbs 



like kupit’ (buy), where the action may im-olvc .sci'oral objects or one object 
purcha.scd as against kol’nnt’ (.stab once) and perestreljai’ (shoot up) where the 
object is felt as multiple? It would seem not. From the point of view of the .sub- 



”Peskovskij, .dulfihis, OS. 
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ject, as we have seen, these verbs as modif3'ing phrases must all bo regarded as 
normally representing single acts. Fron) the point of view of the modified ’words, 
even the -nuV verbs allow several objects or adverbial phrases indicating more 
than one time: e.g., “balun kol’nul gvozdem vsex kotjat v komnate odnogo za 
diugim (The prankster stuck all the kittens in the I'oom, one after another, with 
a nail), or “Salun kol’nul kotenka gvozdem d\'a raza” (The prankster stuck the 
kitten twice with a nail). The fact tliat each kitten got a single stab in the first 
example seems to me ah of a piece with the single purchase po.ssibly implied for 
each house in “On kiipil tri doma” (He bought three houses). On the other hand 

On perestreljal vsjii di 6 ’ ” (Ke shot all the game) or “On perestreijal svoi 
zapas amunicii” (He shot up all liis supply of ammunition) represents as single 
an action from the point of view of the verb as “On koPnul kotenka gvozdem” 
(He stuck a kitten with a nail) or “On kupil dom” (He brought a liouse). Diff 
and zavas have as independent a singleness apart from the units that may com- 
pose them as has cas. 

However, the question of the duration of the verb does call for some additional 
comment. Semantically some perfectives have a more immediately apparent 
durativencss than others. Those verbs in which the action has a sort of natural 
climax such as reSaV-resit^ (decide) can be conceived either in teims of the 
search for the decision, including the meditations, false decisions, etc., or in 
terms of tlie lightning-swift step from indecision to decision. Since the irnperfec- 
tive is not characterized in term.s of the completeness of the action while the 
perfective is so characterized, the imperfective is frequently used, especially 
’when put in direct contrast with the perfective, to denote the unconsummated 
activity ^yhile the perfective, in emphasizing its completeness, tends to reduce 
the meaning of the verb to its smallest semantically recognizable form; e.g., the 
change from uncertainty to certainty. This is what we have in such sentences 
as, “Oni dolgo reSali vopros, no nicego ne rcSili” (They tried a long time to de- 
cide the quesi/ion, but didn’t reach an}'’ decision). However, the semantically 
maximal meaning is not confined to the imperfective: cf. “On mcdlenno i s 
bol sim tiudom lesil \opros (He slowly and laboriou.sly decided the question). 
By the same token the imperfective can be u.sed with the minimal meaning: 
‘On momental’no resaet voprosy” (He instantaneously decides questions). 
Heie even if there is more than one action involved, each action repre.sents the 
verb at its minimal semantic content. Nevertheless, the use of the minimal 
content is more frequent with perfectives than with impciToctives. 

Ilowe'ver, those perfective verbs that have, no naturad climax, but simply repre- 
sent something as done for a while, 'pooovoTiV (talk 3 while) can not make the same 
semantic contrasts, and always insist on their duration. Plence, while all the 
verbs of perfective aspect nave inherent duration, some have it more manifestly 
at all times than others. 



REVIEW OF THE DEFINITIONS 

In view of the knowledge that we have acquired, let us review the definitions 
of the meaning of the perfective aspect with which the paper began. 

Ihe first definition, in stating that the perfective aspect represents the. action 
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as completed, has several faults. In the first place it does not clarify the reference 
of the perfective a.spect to the begimiirig, middle, and end of the action. In the 
second place, it does not note the normally semelfactive nature of the perfective 
in relationship to its subject. In the tliird place, it offers no explanation of the 
temporal relationship of the main to the subordinate verb. The variant of this 
explanation that was cited from Avanesov and Sidorov compounds the faults of 
the original by adding to it those of the concept of the point of action. 

The second definition, that the perfective introduces the concept of a term or 
limit in the action, is at fault prirnari)}' in seeking to explain such verbs as zago- 
voriV as aspective inceptives. This leads to the concept of the perfective as re- 
ferring to a single term rather than both terms of the action. This definition also 
fails to note the semelfactive nature of the relationship of the perfective to its 
subject, and the relative temporal implications of the perfective. 

The third definition, that the perfective represents the action as a point is 
almost completely incorrect. The punctual concept is frequently mxf-nifestly 
ruled out by the nature of the verb (e.g., 'pogovoriV) or hy the nature of modifiers 
of the verb (e.g., medlenno). Where at times the meaning of near-instantaneous 
action can with some justice be considered valid, the imperfective can also carry 
this meaning. 

The fourth definition that the perfective indicates limitation in time, is true, 
but insufficient and somewhat vague. 

The fifth definition, that the perfective aspect represents the result of the ac- 
tion of the verb, has at times even a certain grammatical validity. We have seen 
that under clearly manifest conditions of context the idea of the result of the 
action rather than the action proper can allow a simple explanation of certain 
displacements of relative tense that would be difficult to explain otherwise. 
But, in general, the sense of result is inferential and secondary. It is always sub- 
ject to need of contextual bolstering. To regard the meaning of result rather than 
the meaning of action as the primary function of a perfective verb is on a level 
with confusing a symptom with the disease. 

Vinogradov’s definition seems simply to combine a number of definitions and, 
thereby, to lose in unit}' without making a particular gain in completeness. 

THE GENERAL RESULTS OP THE STUDY 

In Eussian the nonnal verb has two aspects, perfective and imperfective. 
Those verbs that are' lacking in one of these aspects must be regarded as defective 
in much the same way that nouns lacking in the singular or plural number must 
be regarded as defective. Each aspect u.sually has a morphologically distinct 
stem. In the majorit}’’ of verbs passessing both aspects, the two stems are dis- 
tinguished by internal changes (e.g., rekd’-resW, nhivai’-uhW) rather than by 
suppletion (govorW-skazai\ ddaV-sdelat’). 

There is no system of sub-aspects of the perfective aspect. Each imperfective 
must be considered either as operating against a single perfective aspect or 
against zero perfective aspect.®^ Each perfective must be considered as operating 

“ In the case of rczal’, for example, where the various meanings have different perfective 
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against a single impeifective cr against zero irnperfective aspect.*'^ Hence \vc 
never l)ave correlated groups of perfective verbs that indicate the beginning of 
an action as opposed to its conclusion or an action conceived of as durative as 
opposed to an action conceived of as instantaneous. Heie it is of some impor- 
tance to add that though there are major groups of imperfective verbs that, 
apparently, never have liiiea?* perfective aspects, there seems to be no signifi- 
cant group of perfectives that lades completely verbs of a linear imperfective 
aspect.®® 

Verbs of the perfective aspect as modified forms are characterized by the 
completeness of the revelation of the action, as modifying forms in relation to the 
subject by the semelf activeness of the action. Moreover verbs of the perfective 
aspect are characterized in respect to relative tense. As modifiers, they normally 
show their final term and represent a prior action; as modified, they normally 
represent their action with reference to its initial term. 

The imperfective is uncharacterized in all these j*espects. 

Perhaps the best brief definition would be: the perfective aspect of a verb is 
characterized by completeness of revelation in respect to the predicate phrase, 
semelfactiveness of action in respect to the subject (or other modified word), 
and normally, when in subordination, by completion of the action prior to the 
inception of the action of another verb in the perfective aspect in the main 
clause. The imperfective is uncharacterized in the'^e respects. 
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aspects, each meaning should be accounted a separate word. In those few cases where, 
according to Usakov both an ordinary perfective and a semelfacti ve operate against a single 
verb, cf. again certain meanings of rezat’, if there is really a difference in meaning and both 
forms are really in use, it would be best, in the absence of any general system of semelfac- 
tives, to treat rczal’-reznut’ as a separate word also. The general problems of the scsnelfac- 
tive have already been dealt with at length in the paper. See those sections. 

In this connection ■procitaV is to be regarded as one word in the series citat-procitat’ 
and as another word in procityvaC-procitat’ , etc. 

This is of importance because while the imperfective is uncharacterized, the perfec- 
tive is characterized. It i.s generally acknowledged that all types of perfectives can have 
linear irnperfectives c.\cept the double prefixed forms such as pouabirat’. But even in this 
group irnperfectives, though rare, occur: cf. povskakivaC (imperfective) -porsftc'jai’ 
(perfective), meaning “jump up, one after another”. 
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